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This report evaluated the Harlem Parents School 
Community Program designed to provide individual tutorial assistance 
to 80 elementary school students who were two or more years below 
grade level in reading and mathematics. Tutoring sessions were held 
at a neighborhood center Monday through Thursday afternoons and 
evenings. Workshops and cultural enrichment sessions were held or 
Friday afternoons. The program also provided referral services for 
parent and student problems. Parents were counseled and informed of 
their child's needs, progress, and school activities. Parents and 
students completed questionnaires concerning the various functions of 
the center. Tutors submitted weekly student progress reports and met 
with parents once a month. This report concluded that post test 
scores indicated no significant improvement in reading comprehension. 
An assessment of mathematics improvement could not be made because 
test scores were not on students' records. (JP) 
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CHAPTER I: THE PROGRAM 

> 

The Harlem Parents School Community Neighborhood Canter 
program was designed to provide remedial instruction in reading 
and math to students who needed assistance in acquiring basic 
reading end math skills as they were typically two years below 
grade level. The program was designed to give individual 
tutoring to 80 pupila from 22 poverty erea pub3.jc schools. The 
tutoring took place at the neighborhood center Mondey throCigh 
Thuraday, 3:30 to 8:10 P.M. Friday afternoon was devoted to 
workahopa end cultural enrichment. The paranta of pupila in the prmgrmM: 
ware counaaled and infaraed about thair ch£ld'a naada, progress, 
and achaol activities* The psregraa provided referral aervioea 
with follow up for pupila end paranta , where preblaae axia^ced 
that interfarrad with echool learning. Pupila ware eeleoterl 
on the baaie af conaultation between the canter 'a ateff , the 
ataff af the pupil *a echael» end the paranta af the pupil. 

The etaff oonaiatad of one project coordinator, one head 
teacher, three regular teachere, one aaaiatent teecher, three 
taaohar aida, and twelve educetionel aaaietanta [tutora]. Due 
to late hiring, the pragraa did net atart until the end ef 
Dacaataer • Same tutora left the program in October and Novaaber 
beceuae they cauld not be given definite aaeurence that they 
would be hired. 

All pupila were given the Houghton Mifflin Inferaal Reading 
Inventory when they entered the progrea. Thie brief diegnostic 
test includee an Instant [wordD-Recognition Teat end a Silent- 
Reading Comprehanaion Test to estimate the inetruct:ional level 
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for a given child. General obaervationa oF reading habits and 
oral reading problems are also noted. In addition, a short 
teecher-aade math test ia given to all entering pupile that 
covers addition, subtraction, multiplication, diviaion and 
Fractions. Each tutor selected his own curriculum aeteriala For 
each child on the basis oF his evaluation oF the pupil's needs, 
in consultation with th« hm^d tMchsr. Th« diagnosia of basic 
skill weaknesses end strengths was bassd on previous tsating 
in the schools and at the center ^ and on reports Froa the pupil's 
teacher concerning his work snd progress at school. Ths prograa 
focuasd on dstsrnining the epecif io reading and aath level of a 
given child and then eysteaatioelly atteapting to progreas to 
higher levele* A wide variety of curriculua aatariala ware 
available and each tutor developed an individualized prograa for 
each pupil* The children and their parante filled out question-- 
neiras concerning the various functions of ths csntsr* Thass 
qusstionnairss were ueed by the staff to svslusts ths strsngths 
snd wsaknessea of the center* Each week the tutore filled out 
a report on his work with each pupil. Once a aonth the tutore 
met with the parente to discuss ths plans and progress oV ths 
progrsme Systsaatic and periodic aonitoring of tutore and 
teaohere waa conducted by the head teacher and project caerdinatore 

As a rssult of being in the prograa the pupils wsrs sxpsctsd 
to achisve statiatically significant growth in their reading end 
matheaetica scores as measursd by ths Nsw York City Teets. Changea 
in reading ability was measured by scores on the New York City 
Tsst administered in April, 1975 and in April, 1976. 

The program was operative for -the entire school yeer ig75*1976e 



CHAPTER II: EVALUATIVE PROCEDURES 

The evaluation abj actives were: 
!• To daternine whether ae a reault of attending 65X or acre of 
the Herlea Perente Scheol-Cofflaunlty Neighborhood Center 
progrea oeaeionsy the reeding grades of the porticipeting 
pupile would ehow stetiatically aignif leant differences 

between the reel pest-^teet scoree end ^he anticipated pest<- 
teet eoerea. 

2« Te deteraine whotohr ae e reeult of attending 65X or aero of 
the Hataea Perente School<-Coaaunity Neighborhood Center 
progrea aaaaii^noy the aetheaaticae grfi^ideo of the pertioipeting 
pupilo weuld ehow etetieticeily eignificent differencee 
between the reel poet«-toet acerea and the enticipated poet«* 
teat aoorea. 

3. To deteraine the extent to which the prograa^ ae act;uelly 
imploaentedy coincided with the progrea ee doecribed in 
the propoael* 

A Hietorioal Regreeeien Anelyaia waa uaed to deteraine if 
the reeding gredea on the New York Cityvjido Test [NYC Tsst] showed 
e etetiatically eifnificant difference between the reel [or 
obtained] poet-toot eooro [April, 1976 NYC tooting] and the 
enticipeted poet«-teat eooro [beaed on tho April , 1975 NYC pre<- 
teat ecaraa]* Reeding oceroe available for 21 pupile in the 
progrea beaed on e verioty of roeding teste ether than the NYC Teeota 
oeuld net be included in the deta analyeis* Whsre pre<-test snd 
poat-teat reading acores other than the NYC Tests wsre availabloy 
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the Bample siza per grada was only one or two. There were 11 
FHjpila in the program who did net take the NYC pre->teat or the 
NYC poet-teat. Pre-teet and peat NYC Teat data were available 
fer 38 pupils on the Vocebulary subtest and for 41 pupila on 
the Coaprehenaion subteat who attended 65X or more.ef the pregrea 
o«««i«na. Eleven pupile with NYC pre-teat and poat-teet aceree ware 
eliainated becauae they ettended leea than 65X of the progrea 
aeeeione. Reading taet dete were incoaplete [no NYC pra-teat end/or 
paet-teet acoree] or non-uaabla [nan NYC Test reaulta, or leae 
thtin 6S:i ettendence in the program] for 43 participating pupile. 
NYC Test date were enelyzed far 41 of the 84 participeting pupile. 

There were only two coaplete pre-teet end pont-teet 
aetheaatica acoree preeent in the pupil recerde ande eveilebe te 
the present eveluator by the project director. it appeara that 
a Halted nuaber of pupila took the April, 1976 NYC Teeta in 
matheaatica, end ee very few were eent in te the pre J act director. 
The eveluetion ef aetheaatica echiavaaant, ae natad in the eecend 
objective, therefore, could not be done. 
CHAPTER III: FINDINGS 

A Hiatoricel Regreeeion Analyaie waa used to deteraiVie 
whether ea a raault of attending 65X or acre ef the Harlam 
Parents School«-Caamunity Neighborhood Center priilgrea aaaaiena, 
the reading gradea of the participeting pupile would ehaw a 
statistically significant difference between the reel peet<- 
teat acorea and the anticipated post-»teet ecores when e correlated 
t teat was applied. Gradee were combined because of low eaaple 
size in eech grade. There waa one pupil in grade two, two pupila 
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in groda three, thirteen pupils in grade four, Four pupila 
in grade Five, ten pupils in grade six, six students in grade 
seven, and Five students in grade eight. The correlated t test 
reaulta For vocabulary are shown in Table 1 on page 11 in the 
Appendix. The aean anticipated post-test score For second, third 
and Fourths-grade pupils CN=:15 3 was 4,581, and the standard 
deviation was 2, 245, The mean post«*test score For second, third 
and Fourth grade pupils was 5,347, and the standard deviation was 
2,473, The diFFerence For vocabulary achievement between the 
anticipated poot-»test and actual post«teat scores waa not 
aigniFicant [correlated t = 1,751], For the FiFth and sixth grade 
pupils CN=123 the mean antiuipated post-test score was 4,321, 
and the otandard deviation was 1,755, The meen poat«toat score 
for the fifth and sixth grade pupils was 5,400 and the atandard 
deviation waa 1,573, Thfsre was a significant difference [correlated 
t = 4,237} between the anticipated and actual poet-test vocabulary 
acorea for the fifth and aixth graders beyond the ,01 level of 
confidence. The meen anticipated post-test score for the seventh 
and eighth grade students [Nsii] was 6,858, and the standard 
deviation waa 2,328, The post-test mean score for the seventh 
mnd eighth grade students was 6,645, and the standard deviation 
waa 2,657, The correlated t test of -0,400 indicated that there 
was no significant difference between the anticipeted ^and 
actual post-test vocabulary scares for the seventh end eighth 
grade students^^^^^^ 

The ^cof*related t test results for comprehension are shown 
in Table 2 on page 11 in the Appendix, The mean enticipated 
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post-test: score for second, third and fourth grade pupils [N=:163 
was 3. 955 and the standard deviation was 1,3B6, The mean post- 
to^ score for this group was 4.263 and the standard deviation 
was 1.670. The difference on comprehension achievement between 
the anticipated and actual post^ceat scores was not significant 
[correlated t = 1.450]. For the fifth and sixth grade pupils 
[f^l4] the mean anticipated post^test acore was S.437 and the 
standard devit^tion was 2.169. For thia group the nean post-teat 
score was 6.066 and the standard deviation was 2.135. There was 
no significant difference Ccarrelated t = 1,377] be.'zween the 
anticipated and the actual post'-^teat vocabulary ecarea for the 
fifth and aixth grade pupils. The mean anticipated poat-tast score 
for seventh and eighth grade students [N=ll] was 6.604 and the 
standard deviation was 2.402. Fer the seventh and eighth grade 
students the mean post-test acore was 6.616 and the stendard 
deviation was 2.129. There was no oignificcnt difference 
[correlated t 0.036] between the anticipated and the actual 
post-test comprehension scores for the seventh and eighth grade 
students. 

Except for the fifth and sixth grade results fer vecabulary, 
the above findings indicate that objective nunber one was not 
achieved. Theee findings, however, may be mialeading. The 
comparison of the NYC pre-test scores that were obtained in April, 
1975 with the April, 1976 post-test data require the use of an 
11 month period. In the Historical Regression Analysis the 
estimate of the anticipated post-test score [believed to occur 
if the pupils had not been in the program being evaluated] is 
based on the period elapsing between the pre-test and the post-test, 



or 11 months, and this period is supposed to reflect the number 
of months the pupils were in the program. The growth in reading 
scoros or the rnticipated pest-test scores* reflects growth 
believed to occur over an 11 month period if the pupils had not 
been in the program. In actual fact, howosver, tha 41 pupils 
evaluated were only in the program between 3 and 5 months, as 
tho program did not start until December, 1975 and the actual 
post-test data were collected in April, 1976. The use of 11 
months required by the actual dates of pre«-teat and post-test 
data collection produced an inflated or high estimate of the 
anticipated post-test results. You expect much more imprevement 
over an 11 month period than over a 3 to 5 month period. A 
maximum of fiva months, therefore, should be used, and not eleven 
months, to estimate the growt-.h ^in achievement if the pupils had 
net been in the program. The use of an 11 month period erroneous 
reduciirs the magnitude of anticipated post-teat versus actual 
past-teat mean differencea (by inflating anticipated poet-test 
scoraa3 and so reduces the passibility of significant findings. 

A more suitable analysis would be to test each pupil when 
he starts the program and again at the end of the program, and 
then apply tho Historical Regression Analysis. This procedure 
would not only be more sound stetistically , it would greatly 
facilitate the accumulation of reading and mathematics test 
data in contrast to relying on the schools to send in scores 
obtained only in April. 

. The atmosphere in the pbserved classes was quite conducive 
to learning. In general there was one tutor for one pupil« and 
at times one tutor for two or three pupils. Each pupil received 
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a great: deal oF individual instruction. The rooms and halls 
were quiet, the pupils were relaxed, well behaved, and appeared 
motivated to learn. The teachers mprm hard working, ccmpatent, 
patient, well organized, and enthusiastic about their work. The 
physical facilities were adequate and enhanced individualized 
instruction. 

The project coordinator, head teacher, and tutors indicated 
that they had enough materials and supplies for this program. 
The supply room was well stacked with a large variety of readers, 
workbooks , and educational games • 

The program appears to clearly service the needs of the tsrget 
pspulatisn, pupils whs wsrs retarded 'in reading snd/sr mathsmsties 
by two or more years belsw grade level. The program as implemented 
did coincide with the program aa dascribsd in ths projoct propassl. 

CHAPTER IV: SUMMARY GF MAJOR FINDINGS^ CONCLUSIONS. AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

The statistical anelysis of the mean NYC po8t«-teet veraus 
the anticipated post^test scores indicated no significant 
improvement in comprehension and significant improvement in 
vmcabulary only far the fifth and sixth grade pupils. Serious 
questions were raised, however, concerning the use of 11 montha 
[April, 1975 to April, 1976] as a basis for predicting post- 
test improvement when in fact the studenta spent between three 
and five months in the program when they were tested in April, 1976. 
An evaluation of mathematics improvement could no^ be done as 
pre-tsst and post-test scores were not available in the pupil records. 

The program was in full operation during the school year 
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end effectively coordinated by the program director. Physical 
facilities end materials used in the program were edequate and 
as described in the proposal, 
Cenclueiens 

Because the program was implemented according to the 
deacription in the project proposal, and since there ere 
aeriouB questions concerning the use of the Historical Regression 
Anmlysis for the present sample, the program can be considered 
successful, and it is recommended that the program bs continued. 
Recommendations 

1. Have teachers in the program test each child when he starte 
the program in mathematics and reading and at the end ef the 
program with a standardized tost such as the MAT. In order to 
evaluate improvement ef reading and mathematics, en indicatien 
ef achievement level must be ebtained when the pupils start 
ths program. v 

2. Include parant reactiona and participation in the program as 
« specific, program objective to be evaluated in r eystamatic 
and objective manner, 

3. Ineure eerly hiring ef tutors so that tutorial funclieno can 
etart in September or October. 

4. Use MAT pre-test rssults as a uiognostic tool to plen 
specific remedial work for each pupil, eapecislly in . 
building mathematics skills. 
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APPENDIX 
Table 1 

Comparison of Anticipated Post-test versus Actual Post-xest 
Mean NYC Grade Equivalency Vocabulary Scores by Grade Level 



Anticipated Actuel 
Pre-test Post-test Post-test 



Grades 


N 


H 


SO 


H 


SD 


M 


SO 


t 


P 


2-4 


15 


3.747 


1.790 


4.581 


2.245 


5.347 


2.473 


1.751 


n.a. 


5-6 


12 


3.458 


1.580 


4.321 


1.755 


5.400 


1.573 


4.237 


.01 


7-Q 


11 


6.118 


2.032 


6.858 


2.328 


6.645 


2.857 


0.400 


n.s. 



Table 2 

Comparison of Anticipated Post-test versus Actual Post-test 

Mean NYC ^rade Equivalency Comprehension Scores by Grade Level 

Ant i c i pa ted Aotua 1 

Pre-test Post-test Post-test 



Grades 


N 


M 


SO 


H 


SO 


H 


SO 


t 


P 


2-4 


16 


3.281 


1.080 


3.955 


1.366 


4.263 


1.670 


1.450 


n.a. 


5-6 


14 


4.714 


1.835 


5.437 


2.168 


6.086 


2.135 


1.377 


n.s. 


- 7-8 


11 


5.818 


2.095 


6.604 


2.402 


6.613 


2. 129 


0.036 


n.s. 
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